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Reply to the Office Action of May 16, 2008 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Favorable reconsideration of this application, in light of the present Amendment and 

the following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 44-5 1 and 53-73 were pending prior to this amendment. Claims 44, 46, 47, 

49-51, 60-65, 67, and 69-73 have been modified by this amendment, and Claims 45, 52, 59, 

66, and 68 have been cancelled. New Claims 74-104 have been presented. No new matter 

has been added. 

In the Office Action, Claims 40, 50, 51, 56-58, and 73 were rejected under 35 USC 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Pala in view of Silc ; Claims 45-47, 59-61, and 66-68 were 
rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pala and Silc in view of Ozaki and 
Mutoh ; Claims 48, 62, and 69 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pala and Silc in view of Peterson ; Claims 49, 63, and 70 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Pala and Silc in view of Mutoh ; Claims 53, 64, and 71 were 
rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pala and Silc in view of Yasui ; 
Claims 54, 65, and 72 were rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pala 
and Silc in view of Ozaki ; and Claim 55 was rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pala and Silc in view of Peterson and Osaki. 

Applicants gratefully acknowledge the courtesies extended to their representative 
during the interview on July 8, 2008. During that interview, the Examiner tentatively 
indicated that Dependent Claims 45 and 47 would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form — at least over the art of record so far. However, he indicated that he would extend his 
search in an effort to find additional art meeting those claims. 

It should be noted that, while similar, the claims now presented are not identical to the 
claims discussed with the Examiner at the interview. 

While formerly Dependent Claims 45 and 47 were rejected over Pala and Silc in view 
of Ozaki and Mutoh , during the interview it was agreed that the key reference (i.e., the 
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reference that the previous Office Action had asserted taught the features recited in those 
dependent claims) was Mutoh . Applicants' representative asserted (and the Examiner 
ultimately tentatively agreed) that that reference does not teach either (1) a power supply 
control means which (a) turns the power supplied to the image-capturing means off when the 
object being monitored is not detected by the detection means and (b) turns the power 
supplied to the image-capturing means back on when the object being monitored is detected 
by the detection means or (2) a power supply control means which switches from the battery 
in the image-capturing device to the battery of the vehicle when the remaining power from 
the battery in the image-capturing device is smaller than a reference value. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that Independent Claims 44 and 47, their analogs in the other claim 
chains, and all claims depending from all of the now-presented independent clams are in 
condition for allowance. 

In addition, Applicants respectfully submit that the cited references neither teach nor 
suggest the combination (in the claimed overall structure) of a direction setting means for 
setting an image-capturing direction of an image-capturing means, a detection means for 
detecting an object outside the vehicle, and a power supply control means for prohibiting 
power supply to the image-capturing means when the object outside the vehicle is not 
detected by the detection means and for allowing power supply to the image-capturing means 
when the object outside the vehicle is detected by the detection means. That combination is 
now recited in device, method, vehicle, and computer-readable recording medium formats. 
In addition, it is recited in both means-plus-function and conventional structural format. 
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An early and favorable action is therefore respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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